The information presented here supplements the discussion in section I of the paper, which notes that differential trends in price series might reveal evidence of differential trends in sectorspecific technological progress. In this case, where the pace of improvement in home production technology relative to market production technology is of particular interest, one can examine the price of equipment used for home production relative to the price of equipment used for market production. We are wary of the problems associated with constructing and interpreting such data series over long periods of time, and we describe these concerns in greater detail here for completeness.
The information presented here supplements the discussion in section I of the paper, which notes that differential trends in price series might reveal evidence of differential trends in sectorspecific technological progress. In this case, where the pace of improvement in home production technology relative to market production technology is of particular interest, one can examine the price of equipment used for home production relative to the price of equipment used for market production. We are wary of the problems associated with constructing and interpreting such data series over long periods of time, and we describe these concerns in greater detail here for completeness.
Several issues obscure the interpretation of the price series in the context of our investigation.
First, the goods-of-interest are likely to have experienced rapid quality gains early in their product cycles, and an accurate price series should incorporate adjustments for these quality gains. Griliches (1971) and Gordon (1990) discuss these issues at length. The standard Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) price series, and therefore the quantity series that rely on them, do not make such adjustments for the period of time and the goods that are important here. Second, although Gordon (1990) provides quality-adjusted price information for the post-1947 period, there is little quality-adjusted information for earlier years. Third, important early improvements in household production, such as running water and canned goods, are not incorporated in durable good or appliance price series.
Fourth, capital goods are inputs to household and market production; their prices are not measures of home or market productivity per se.
With these caveats in mind, if one takes the BEA price series at face value, it appears that the price of consumer durables, expressed relative to the price of private investment in equipment, increased sharply in the early 1940s and then gradually declined (appendix figure 1.1). It was not until 1955 that the relative price returned to its 1940 level, by which time the baby boom had nearly peaked. If we focus on the household appliance subset of consumer durables, it appears that from 1929 (when the series starts) to 1941 the series declines, then there was a sharp increase during the war, and a resumption of the pre-existing trend downward after the war. By 1950, the relative price had returned to its level in 1940, but in the meantime the fertility rate had increased from 80 to 106 (compared to 118 in 1960) . Both relative price series from the BEA suggest that the baby boom was launched during a period of relatively high prices for equipment used in home production.
1 Gordon (1990) shows that adjusting the prices of durable goods for changes in quality can make a large difference in the post-war price trends. This implies that the failure to incorporate quality adjustments in the BEA series can lead to large biases over long periods of time, and the biases need not be similar in the price series for different goods, so they would not simply difference out in a relative series. According to Gordon's series, there was no decline in the relative price of consumer durables from the late 1940s onward (appendix figure 1.2). There was, however, a notable decline in the relative prices of specific household appliances, with considerable variation depending on the appliance and adjustments for energy efficiency. Because the series start in the late 1940s, it is impossible to infer whether the relative price declines reflect a return to a pre-existing trend after a wartime price shock (as suggested by the BEA appliance price series), accelerating productivity in the production of household equipment, or neither. Moreover, it is difficult to put the qualityadjusted decline for any specific appliance into quantitative perspective without having a longer and broader set of historical examples.
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It is apparent that improvements to the price series could have serious implications for macroeconomic studies that rely on long time series of national accounts data. Rather than attempt to resolve those issues in this paper, we go on (in section II of the paper) to provide direct analyses of the correlations between actual appliance diffusion and fertility rates from 1940 to 1960. The analyses directly assess whether there is a positive link between the spread of new household technologies and the baby boom. 2 The numerator of the washing machine plot is based on the Consumer Reports series (Gordon 1990, column 5 of table 7.12), which has a larger decline than the series based on Sears catalogs. The denominator is the producer durable equipment deflator (Gordon 1990: 541) . 3 Assessing pre-war innovations of great value, such as running water and electric irons, would be important in this regard, as would be incorporating quality improvements in stoves, ranges, refrigerators and iceboxes. 1929 1931 1933 1935 1937 1939 1941 1943 1945 1947 1949 1951 1953 1955 1957 1959 1961 1963 1965 1967 1969 1971 1973 1975 1977 1979 1981 BEA appliance/private non-res. equipment BEA consumer durables/private non-res. equipment
Appendix Figure 1947 1949 1951 1953 1955 1957 1959 1961 1963 1965 1967 1969 1971 1973 1975 1977 1979 1981 Washing machine/producer durables Refrigerator, Consumer Reports (energy adj.)/producer durables Refrigerator, Sears Catalog/producer durables Consumer durables/producer durables The proportion of homes with "modern stoves" is the ratio of the number using electricity, utility gas, or bottled gas for the principal cooking fuel divided by the total number of units that report the cooking fuel variable; implicitly, we define those using wood, coal, kerosene, "other", or no fuel as "not modern." The "mechanical refrigerator" variable pertains to any type of refrigeration equipment powered by electricity, gas, kerosene, or gasoline; this is distinct from an "ice box." The "washing machine" variable that is reported in the Haines files for 1960 includes "automatic and semi-automatic" washing machines that wash, rinse, and damp dry the laundry; "washer-dryer combination" machines that wash, rinse, and fully dry the clothes in the same tub; and poweroperated "wringer or spinner" machines.
We made the following adjustments to the data from Haines (2004) 
State-level, annual electricity data
The numerator for the "mean exposure to electricity" variable is constructed from the Edison Electrical Institute (EEI) publication, Statistical Bulletin. The Bulletin provides annual state-level reports of the number of residential electrical customers from 1925 to 1960. In the EEI data, Maryland and Washington DC customers are always counted together. North Carolina and South Carolina customers are often counted together, and for consistency we used these larger units of aggregation for all years.
To calculate the denominator, we used the housing unit counts from the census, which we interpolated between dates with constant growth rates. Then, we divided the EEI customer counts by the Census of Housing counts of families (in 1920 and 1930) or occupied dwelling units (in 1940, 1950, and 1960) ii. We also undertook additional reading of the linguistics literature on Pennsylvania German.
Huffines (1980) notes: "Pennsylvania German is the main language used within plain families and communities, the language which is passed on to children as their mother tongue" and "The use of Pennsylvania German among non-plain Pennsylvania Germans is diminishing rapidly. Most of the non-plain Pennsylvania Germans learn Pennsylvania
German as a second language if they learn it at all" (p. 352). We find the information above to be helpful in confirming our interpretation of the Pennsylvania Dutch language variable as a strong correlate of Old Order Amish religion, but we have pursued an additional robustness check: Suppose that non-Amish Pennsylvania Dutch speakers contaminate our sample. To the extent that non-Amish Pennsylvania Dutch speakers are in our sample, nearly all should reside in Pennsylvania. Therefore, we constructed an IPUMS-based series that excludes everyone from Pennsylvania. Appendix figure 2.1 shows that this restriction does not change our conclusions. This robustness check squares nicely with other checks reported in the paper.
Finally, it is worth noting that our work with the IPUMS data offers confirmation of facts that were originally generated in a completely independent literature on the demographic history of Amish-a literature that uses genealogical records in which there is no ambiguity about Amish status. This literature is discussed and cited in section III of the paper. 
Appendix 3. Additional Results
This appendix reports additional results from regressions of county-level fertility rates on appliance ownership and electrification.
Median regressions
Footnote 8 of the paper reports that median regressions yield results that are similar to those from the paper's OLS regression specifications, which are reported in tables 2, 3, and 4. For comparison, the median regression results are reported in appendix tables 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 presented below.
Instrumental variable regressions
Because access to the electrical service is related to the use of modern appliances, it is a potential instrumental variable for appliance ownership. At the request of a referee, we ran regressions of fertility on appliances (refrigerators or modern stoves), using electricity in 1940 and 1950 as an instrumental variable. This yields uniformly negative coefficients on appliance diffusion.
Results are reported in appendix table 3.4 below. Standard errors are adjusted for clustering at the state level and reported in square brackets. F-statistics on the excluded instrument from the firststage regression are reported in curved brackets. In some cases the IV results are close to the OLS results in tables 2 and 3 of the paper, but in other cases the IV results are much larger in magnitude (i.e., much more negative). We are not fully convinced that this is a valid IV strategy because it is hard to rule out the possibility that electrification had a direct effect on fertility through its effect on the local economy.
Additional control variables
To address concerns about cross-county differences in the distribution of income across families, we have re-run the paper's county-level regressions with additional control variables that measure the proportions of families with "low" and "high" income. The 1950 census reports the proportion of families with income under $2,000 and proportion of families with income above $5,000 in each county. The 1960 census reports the proportion of families below $3,000 and the proportion above $10,000. Regression results are reported in appendix table 3.5 for both the original specification (as in the paper) and the expanded specification (with low and high income). Adding these variables has a negligible effect on the results. There is not comparable information for the 1940 census, which did not ascertain family income or its distribution.
Appendix Notes: Each point estimate is from a separate median regression corresponding to equation 1 (crosssectional specification). Stata's default method for calculating standard errors is based on Koenker and Bassett (1992) and Rogers (1993) ; these are reported in square brackets. Bootstrapped standard errors (1,000 repetitions) are reported in curved brackets; the method is based on Gould (1992 Gould ( , 1997 . The dependent variable is the number of infants (under 1 year) per thousand women ages 15 to 44. A "modern stove" is defined to use electricity or gas (not wood, coal, or kerosene). The unit of observation is a county. The covariates in column 3 include the urban proportion of the county's population, log population density, nonwhite proportion of the county's population, proportion of employment in agriculture and manufacturing (separately), median years of schooling for those over age 24, log of median property value, and the proportion of women in the labor force. The 1950 and 1960 specifications also control for log median family income (this variable is unavailable in 1940). The urban variable generally measures the proportion of the population residing in incorporated places with more than 2,500 residents. The density measure is the log of residents per square mile. Nonwhite includes black and "other" racial categories. The proportion of workers employed in agricultural and manufacturing industries are expressed relative to total employment. The percent of women in the labor force is the ratio of all women in the labor force divided by the number of women over age 14. The median schooling variable in the 1940 table is for women, whereas in 1950 and 1960 it is for both men and women. Observations with missing values for any economic or demographic control variable are dropped to maintain a consistent sample across specifications.
Sources: Data for refrigerators, washing machines, and covariates are from Haines (2004) . Data on the type of cooking fuel, which are used to define "modern stoves," were entered from the published Census of Housing volumes (U.S. Department of Commerce 1943 Commerce , 1953 Commerce , 1963 .
Appendix Koenker and Bassett (1992) and Rogers (1993) ; these are reported in square brackets. Bootstrapped standard errors (1,000 repetitions) are reported in curved brackets; the method is based on Gould (1992 Gould ( , 1997 . The dependent variable is the change in the number of infants (under 1 year) per thousand women ages 15 to 44 between two census years at the county-level. The covariates in column 3 include the change in urban proportion of the county's population, the change in log population density, the change in nonwhite proportion of the county's population, the change in proportion of employment in agriculture and manufacturing (separately), the change in median years of schooling for those over age 24, the change in log of median property value, and the change in the proportion of women in the labor force. Urban, density, nonwhite, employment and labor force variables are defined as in Table 2   Table 2 , Col. 1, OLS Table 2 , Col. 1, IV Table 2 , Col 3, IV Table 3 , Column 1, OLS Table 3 , Column 1, IV Table 3 , Column 2, OLS Table 3 , Column 2, IV Table 3 , Column 3, OLS The table reports both OLS and IV regressions of fertility on appliance ownership, corresponding to tables 2 and 3 in the paper. Robust standard errors are clustered by state and reported in square brackets. In the IV columns, the first-stage regression's F-statistic on the excluded instrument (proportion of households with electrical lights) is reported in curved brackets. The 1960 census did not inquire about electric lights, so the IV approach cannot be attempted for that year. 
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